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* I challenge the State Depmtment to
deny that they have been given this in-
formation, And let us not have any
more silly doubletalk about soft versus
hard intelligence. I would rather sus-

soft or hard heads.

pect that the problem is not one of soft;
‘ or hard intellizence, but, rather one of l

CRITIQUE OF THE PRESIDENT’S
ECONOMIC REPORT

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mis~
souri [Mr. CurTisl is recognized for 60
‘minutes.

(Mr. CURTIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous
matter.) )

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I took this
time after putting in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp last Monday, January 28, pages
1099-1107, a rather lengthy crlthue of
the President’s Economic Report. At
that time I said that I was using a new
technique to try to stimulate national
debate on economic issues; instead of
taking the floor and delivering the
speech, I put it in the REcorp so that
people would have an opportunity of
looking at it and going over the statistics
get forth in it. Then, I said, I would
take the floor under a special order. Af
that time I was given a special order
for last Thursday. As mostof the Mem-

- bers know, the business of the House on
last Thursday dragged on and it was
around 5 o’clock when I announced that
I was having the special order put over
until today. -So, my purpose in taking
the floor today is in case anyone does
want to raise any dquestions about the
remarks I made—my thoughts on the
President’s Economic Report, or make
comments thereon—I shall be very
happy to yield.

Mr, Speaker what I want to stress,

© and it is stressed in my remarks of last

- Monday, is that the theory on which
the President had predicated his recom-
mendations to the Congress to alleviate
the economic situation in the country is
entirely novel. It is new doctrine; it is
new theory. That is no reason, of
course, for anyone to shy away from it,
but it constitutes plenty of reason why
it should be examined carefully and
those who are promoting this new theory
should be willing to debate the matter
forthrightly.

Mr. Speaker, this theory has been
lurking around economic eircles for sev-
eral decades.

To put it in capsule, it is a theory of
deficit finanecing at the Federal level.
That the Federal Government, by spend-
ing more money than it takes in, can
stimulate the economy to greater eco-
nomic growth. This theory, incident-
ally, was implemented to some degree in
the thirties during the Roosevelt depres-
sion days.
those who promote this theory say that
it is wrong to say that it did not work.
Their answer is that it did not work
because we did not spend enough, that
the deficit financing was not enough.

Dr. Heller, the Chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Couneil of Economic Advisers, and

It did not work then but
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Dr Gordon, who is now the President’s
Director of the Budget, are of this belief,
The proponents of the deficit finanelng
theory say, to prove that we did not
spend enocugh, “Look what did happen
when we did spend vast sums of money
in World War II.” In other words, the
argument is that heavy deficit spending
in World War II brought us out of the
Roosevelt depression of the thirties. I
think that that certainly ignores a very
bhasic point, the point of difference be-
tween an economy based upon war and
one based upon peacetime activities.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The de-
pression came long before Mr. Roosevelt
was elected in 1932.

Mr. CURTIS. That is true, but it
continued.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.

Mr.

Was it

not prior to 1932 that we had a depres-
sion?
Mr. CURTIS. It started then and

‘continued for—how many years under

Mr. Roosevelt?—it continued for 8 years.
And I might say to the gentleman that
the Democrats took control of the Con-
gress, or of the House in 1930, which has
been conveniently forgotten. So I do

not think it is an error for me to use

this. emphasis to counteract the empha-
sis that has been used for so many years
to refer to this depression of the thirties
as if it were a Republican—if you want
to be partisan sbout it—a Republican
depression, because it was not that,
either. I would love to put it in context
and say that this was a worldwide eco-
nomic phenomenon in which we were
involved, that Government was at fault
in certain areas and private economy
was at fault in other areas. We should
keep the discussion in balance. But now
what I am trying to discuss is economic
theory and also political theory, how we
move out of a recession or a depression;

so it is very appropriate for me to refer
to this period of the thirties as a period
when this theory of deficit financing was
employed and did not work.

Mr. ROGERS . of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. CURTIS. 1yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Why does
the gentleman refer to this as the Roose-
velt depression when history shows that
unemployment and the failure to dis-
tribute goods arose long before Roosevelt
became president and continued after
he was elected president? The people
believed in his policies to such an extent
that they elected overwhelmingly a
Democratic Congress in 1934 and re-
elected Mr. Roosevelt in 1936, and he
won almost all of the States of the union
in 1940.

Mr. CURTIS. That is right.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. And again
in 1944.

Mr. CURTIS. That is right.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. To eall
that a Roosevelt depression, to place it
upon the party that he represented, will
the gentleman explain in view of that
statement, how in 1958 and 1959 we had
a deflcit in excess of $12 billion under the
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system controlled by President Eisen-
hower.

Mr. CURTIS. I will be glad to get to
that because I am very critical of that;
but let me get back to the gentleman’s
first question. You have posed another
question which I should like to answer.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Will the
gentleman yield further at this point?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield further to the
gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado, Would the
gentleman direct himself to that ques-
tion of the deficit spending that arose in
the Eisenhower administration and the
budget recommended by President Eisen-
hower, of which this Congress apparently
approved.

Mr. CURTIS., Yes.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. It was one
of these same matters the gentleman is
talking about. Would the gentleman
explain what he would do under that
situation? What is the difference be-
tween that and this program recom-
mended by President Kennedy? Will
the gentleman explain the difference?

Mr. CURTIS. If the gentleman will
be patient, I will be very glad to.

Essentially there is no difference.
Both were in error. I said at that time
they were in error. I am talking about
the future of the country, not whether
the Republican Party.gets a leg up over
the Democratic Party. I want to dis-
cuss the economic theory. Now I will
explain the first question the gentleman
asked me, as to why I referred to the
thirties as the Roosevelt depression,
namely to counteract this kind of palaver
that has been going on for years, con-
ducted largely by leaders of the Demo-
cratic Party, that the depression of the
thirties was Republican inspired. Actu-
ally it is equally unfair of me, if the gen-
tleman wants me to say it, not to put it
in context, to refer to it as the Roose-
velt depression. The gentleman is en-
tirely right. This began before Roose-
velt became President, but it was not the
result of any policies of the previous .
administration. It was realiy to a large
degree, in my opinion, basic ignorance
of all of us in regard to economic laws.
I may say that we are largely. still
ignorant in this fleld. No one knows
enough in these uncharted seas to know
just what are the best policies.

Now, if I may revert back to what I
was discussing, whether or not this
theory of deficit finanecing actually
proved suceessful in the thirties, because
this was a theory that was adopted by
the Roosevelt administration, and it is
quite clear that it did not. But the one

.thing that did change the picture was

World War II.
I do make this remark, that it is very

" important for those of us who are in-

terested in peace—and that is all of us,
the leaders and members of both polit-
ical parties—that we must concentrate
our attention on an economy based on
peace, an economy that will bring eco-
nomic security based on peace. To refer
to a wartime period as being the method
of solving economic problems 1n a peace-
time society is gross error.

We can put it in this context: There
were 10 million people unemployed in
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.. 3A8 Already indicated, the number of earth-
quakes of a particular size occurring each
ear in the Soviet Unlon has been found to
seyeral {Imes smaller than we earller be-
Hpved, &hd our abllity to discriminate at a
distanceé between earth tremors resulting
from ‘éarthquakes and those resulting from
- explosions has been Improving. On the
other hand, because of improvements In de-
tection and bhecause of extenslon of the
treaty ban to smaller underground explo-
slons, we must now be concerned with the
identification of many small earth tremors.
Welghing all these technical considerations,
we beliéve that on balance a reduction In the
gquota of on-site inspectlons is to supple-
ment the monjtoring system In providing &
strong deterrent to the carrying out of clan-
destine tests. For this purpose, a large num-
ber of on-site inspections Is clearly unnec-
€gsary. .

There is still 8 major gap between the
positlons of the two sides on the annual
quota of onsite inspections required. Last
fall Ambassador Dean suggested a figure be-
tween 8 and 10 onsite inspections each year.
The Soviet Unlon has returned to its earller
proposal of two or three Inspections.

Balancing the risks on both sldes, a test
ban treaty is very much in the United States
interest. While there will always be some risk
of cheating and a surprise abrogation, the
gains to the United States far outweigh these
risks, Moreover, the changes {in our require-
ments for verifying compliance with a test
ban treaty would not significantly alter the
deterrent effect of such a treaty on the Soviet
TUnion. Our knowledge of methods for long
range detectfon of earth tremors and for
judging whether most of them are likely to
be earthquakes or nuclear explosions has
increased to such an extent that a smaller
number of onsite inspections would constl-
tute an adequate deterrent.

‘I, CONCLUSION

In concluding this statement, I want to
stress the importance of s continuing bi-
partisan efort in this crucial area of UB.
foreign policy. In each administration since
the end of World War IT, the significant de-
velopments in the arms control and disarma-
ment fleld have always reflected bipartisan
effort. In every Important conference there
have been congressional advisers and ob-
serveirlfmm b'ialth artig. Whlllre I cannot
speak personally for e entire postwar
period, I believe that since I have held my
present post of respornsibllity, no major effort
of the United States In the arms control and
disarmament fleld has been made without
constltation with representatives of both
political parties.

I therefore welcome the Interest of the
House Republican conference committee in
test ban matters and will gladly provide fur-
ther information if the committee wishes.
Let me assure you that no test ban treaty
will be placed into effect without elther the
advice and consent of the Senate io its ratl-
fication or the approval of both Houses of
Congress. ‘

) )

OBSOLESCENCE IS WEAKENING
THE NAVY

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. ToLLEFsoN] is recog-
nized for 15 minutes. o

(Mr. TOLLEFSON asked and was giv-
en permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, ac-
cording to an Armed Bervices Subcom-
mittee report dated September 25, 1962,
our naval fleet is fast growing obsoles-
cent, thereby seriously endangering our
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ahd hs an effective agency for natlonal de-
fense.

national defense posture. The report
says it is a statistical certainty that our
fleet will be unable to perform its as-
signed roles in the years ahead unless the
Navy's shipbuilding program is substan-
tially increased.

While our own fleet deteriorates from
obsolescence, the Russians are rapldly
moving ahead in building up their sea-
power. They are in the midst of a 7~
yvear ship construction program which
could possibly make them the major sea-
power in the world. Already they have
about 400 submarines—some undoubt-
edly nuclear powered——to challenge the
sea supremacy of the United States.
With alarming speed and thoroughness
they are building commercial and naval
vessels. While they recognize fully the
importance of seapower, some people in
our own Government are losing sight
thereof. They must be awakened to the
perllous position in which their lack of
vision and understanding will place our
Nation.

There are 860 ships currently In our
naval fleet, 598 of which were authorized
during World War II. Their average age
15 13 years. Their useful life expectancy
is 20 years, based on Navy experience.
Thus, they should be replaced or author-
ized within the next 7 years if the Navy

Where there may be uncertainty about the
future requirements of other weapons sys-
tems as to type and quantlty, there cannot
be any doubt, so long as we llve In our pres-
ent geographical environment, that a mod-

' ern, second-to-none naval fleet i{s an abso-
lute and fundamental requirement of our
nattonal survival,

And even with this realization, a realiza-
tion which must be shared by Congress and
the people generally, we are headed toward
a point in time when our Navy will be &0
reduced in effective strength as to make it
physieally impossible to perform its roles and
misstons.

Mr. Speaker, what is Congress going
to do with the report of the’ special
Armed Services Subcommittee? Will it
simply file and forget 1t? Or will it live
up to its responsibilities to our people?
The budget contains funds for only 41
ships. The Navy wants at least 70. The
simple arithmetic of the report proves
that we must authorize a minimum of
70 per year for the next 7 years.

The special subcommittee deserves the
highest praise for its report. Iam satis-
fled that its members will press for their
recommendations. Will the Appropria-
tions Commitiee respond? Will the
Congress respond? I sincerely trust so.

ships in being which it says it must have We cannot afford to let time run out on

by that date. A 3-year leadtime is re-
quired between the date a ship is au-
thorized and the date it joins the fleet.
Thus, my assertion and the assertion of
the speclal subcommittee that 588 ships’
must be replaced or authorized during
the next 7 years.

But what is our record with respect to
ship replacement and authorization?
Between flscal years 1948 and 1963 we
authorized only 24 ships per year on
the average. For fiscal 1964 the budget
provides funds for only 41 ships. If we
do not proceed any faster than 41 ships
& year for the next 7 years, we will re-
place or authorize only 287 ships by 1876.
The Navy will be short of not only its
goal but its absolute requirements by 311
ships. If that occurs, I prediet that in
1873 Russia will have definitely replaced
the United States as the major seapower
in the world. If that happens, what will
be our defense posture, and what will be
the defense posture of the free world?

Adm. C. V. Ricketts, Vice Chief of Na-
val Operations, has sald:

We are rapidly reaching the point where
we cannot be assured of control [of the geas]
uniéss tmmediate and effective moderniza-
tion of our Navy s undertaken,

The report of the special subcommittee
contains several startling statements.
Included are;

The U8 Navy is today headed toward &
block obsolescence which can have disas-
trous consequences to this country.

us. -

The SPEAKER. With the permis-
sion of the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. Curtis], the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BRUCE]
for 2 minutes. ‘

SOVIET MISSILES STILL IN CUB.

Mr. BRUCE. I thank the Speaker,
and I thank the gentleman from Mis-
souri {Mr. CurTisl.

I have learned on the highest author-
ity from what I consider unimpeachable
sources that highly placed officials in
Cuba from several major Western Pow-
ers friendly to the United States counted
the unloading from Soviet vessels in
Cuba of 82 to 88 Soviet missiles—not 42.

That would mean there are 40 or more
Soviet missiles still in Cuba today and
according to my sources the highest offi-
cials in the U.S. Government know it.

I can also report that these officials
have given full details on this to the
U.S. State Department.

The administration has told the Amer-
iean people that 42 missiles were sent to
Castro by Khrushchev, and that our
perial and naval observations convinced
them that all 42 missiles were removed
by Soviet ships. Assuming that 42 act-
ually were taken out of Cuba, by the dip-
lomats’ count 40 to 46 missiles capable of
striking the heart of the United States
still remain on Castro’s island.

How long will the State Department
continue hiding the facts from the
American people? Are we going to be
told again that they have suddenly just
discovered that these weapons are now
in Cuba?

“The time to tell the American people
the truth is now.

It is a statistical certainty that if this
country continues with a shipbuilding pro-
gram which reflects past history our Navy
will cease to be an effective military instru-
ment.

Qur Navy, If we can judge by the past. is
on an {nexorabie march toward Ita own
destruction as an arm of our foreign policy
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arms control and disarmament agreements
with other nations. For the last 414 years
the United States has sought to negotiate
a nuclear test ban freaty. At various times
throughout these 414 years, the United
States has changed its requirements for
monitoring and inspecting such a ban.
Many of these changes have resulted from
" increased understanding of the problems in-
volved and from improved techniques de-
veloped for their solution. Other changes
have resulted from military and political re-
assessments of the advantages and disad-
vantages of a test ban treaty to U.S. interests.

This statement will discuss two basic ques-
tions which have been raised about the test
ban negotiations:

1. Is an effective and comprehensive

nuclear test ban treaty in the U.S. national
interests? )
. 2, What changes in our ability to detect
and identify nuclear explosions have oc-
cutred which justify changes in our verifica-
#lon requirements, including the number of
onsite Inspections?

1. A TEST BAN TREATY IS IN OUR NATIONAL
INTERESTS

1: Advantages

(a) Weapons development:
Without a‘treaty and with continued un-

limited testing on both sides, there would be

further increases by both in the efficiency of
weapons at the higher yield end of the scale.

Our ‘advantage in small-weight, high-yleld "

weapons would most probably diminish,
- Both sides would enhance their knowledge
of weapons effects. In the fleld of tactical
weapons, the Soviets would eventually be
able to match our more diversified and nuy-
merous arsenal. Overall, the trend would
be toward equality between the United
States and the U.S.S.R.
| With a treaty, improvements in yleld-to-
welght ratios would come more slowly
through laboratory work alone. The U.S.
advantage in smaller weapons would persist
over a longer time. Some weapons effects
phenomens would remaln unsettled or un-
digcovered by both sides. The development
of antimissile systems would be slowed down
on both sides. Our tactical weapon superi-
ority would persist longer. In general, our
present nuclear advantages would last for a
considerably longer period.

(b) Spread of nuclear Weapons to other
countries: It is in our interest to brevent or
slow the rate of diffusion of nuciear weapons.
The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 shows a strong
national policy to.this end. While a test
ban as such would not alone preévent other
mnations from acquiring nuclear weapons,
continued testing on both sides would cer-
talnly stimulate other nations to acquire
them. The rate and motivation for diffusion
would be dampened considerably by a test
ban treaty.

(c) Establishment of an Inspection system
on Soviet soil: A test ban which includes
provision for some on-site inspection in the
Soviet Union has potential significance for
progress in other arecas of arms control and
disarmament and for future relations be-
tween the United States and the U,8.S.R. It
would give both sides experience with inspec-
tion and permit us to appraise their coopera-
tion, and in the light of that apprailsal, to
.estimate the cooperation which might be
forthcoming in the veriﬁcation of more sig-
nificant agreements. It might serve also to
“open” the Soviet Union to some extent and
to help diminish the Soviets’ fear that effec~
tive control 1s another name for espionage.
It could lead to the development of a basis
for confidence in other agreements. ’

(d) Elimination of fallout: A test ban
treaty should lead to the elimination of
whatever danger exists from fallout from
United States and Soviet nuclear weapon
tests

2. Disadvantages

.(a) Risk of secret preparations and sur-
prise abrogation of the treaty: If prepara-
tions for testing were not maintained by the
Upited States after entering into a test ban,
it 1s possible that we would be in a position
after a few years in which a surprise abro-
gation by the Soviets might leave us as
much as 18 months behind in our readiness
to test. However, In case of agreement, the
Government will make it a matter of na-
tional pollcy to malntain readiness to test,
and to provide funds necessary for this and
for the incentive program necessary to keep
competent scientific talent avallable. Under
these circumstances, our scientists should
retain the incentives to continue nuclear
weapons research and our weapons labora-
tories should functlon effectively. This is
not insurance agalnst surprise abrogation
but would minimize any possibility of a long
Soviet headstart in preparations for testing.

.(b) Risks resulting from possible cheating:

Many important scientific principles in=-
volved in nuclear weapons can be studied
with nuclear explostons of less-than 3 kilo-
tons, including certain of the principles in-
vélved in developing possible pure fusion
weaponhs and in reducing weight-yield ratios.
This figure is significant for explosions of
this size and smaller may not always be de-
tectable. None of the seismic systems pro-
posed by the United States from 1859 on
would be capable of detecting with any
certalnty many explosions of 8 kilotons or
less 1f they occurred in alluvium, a common
soll formation similar to gravel. Moreover,
artificial decoupling (le., the so-called
“big hole” ‘technique), might permit con-
slderably large yleld explosions without de-
tection.

However, for the weapons developments
and knowledge of weapons effects which are
of primary concern to us, and which might
make a substantial change in the military
balance in a way which would be unfavor-
able to us, clandestine, underground testing
would. be unsatisfactory. Moreover,
point of diminishing returns in lmproving
welight-yield ratios Is fast approaching. And
pure fuslon weapons would not be of great
advantage to us because they would con-
stitute primarily a cheaper substitute for
the explosive component in our already large
stockplile of nuclear weapons. Hence, any
inhibitions on the development of these
weapons would appear to be to our net ad-
vantage. There is therefore general agree-
ment within the executive branch that a
test ban adequately verified so as to provide
reasonable assurance against evasion would
be in the interest of the United States.

Furthermore, an evader testing in allu-
vium would probably have little assurance
that the cavity produced by the explosion
would not collapse, leading to a‘large visible

- surface crater which might itself be detected.

Moreover, due to the variability in the size
of the selsmic signals which can occur from
explosions of the same slze, an evader could
not be sure of evading even seismic detection
at low ylelds by testing in alluvium.

“Blg hole” decoupling 1s both time con-
suming and expensive. Preparation of a
large cavity might itself be detected during
the construction phase. Moreover, since this
form of decoupling has never been tried on
any practical scale so far as we know, a po~
tential evader would again be unsure that
he could escape detection. Finally, while

single tests might sometimes escape detec-.

tlon by seismic means, a test serles would
be far more difficult to hide. Yet, little
progress can ordinarily be made with indi-
vidual, isolated tests.
‘3. Balance of risks

" All these factors were considered at length
by the President and his top advisers in July
and August of last summer. Messrs, John

the

‘n .

Februarg;""l

J. McCloy and Robert A. ]'..ovett as ad hoe
advisers jolned the Committee of Principals
which inecludes thé Secretarles of State and
Defense, the Chairmen of the Atomic Energy
Commission and of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
the Director of Central Intelligence, the
Special Assistants to the President on Na-
tional Security Affairs and Science and Tech-
nology, and myself. This group was unani-
mous in concluding that the risks of secret
evasion and of surprise abrogation were out-
weighed by the risks of continued unlimited
testing on both sides,

II. CHANGES IN DETECTION CAPABILITY RESULT-
ING IN CHANGES IN U.S. POSITION

Over the years there have been numerous
reassessments of the technical problems in-
volved in detecting underground nuclear
explosions. These reassessments have re-
sulted from actual observations of earth
tremors over a period of years and from
extended research, along lines originally
recommended by the Berkner Panel Repori
on Seismic Improvement in 1959. These re-
assessments have occasionally produced
changes in the U.S. position. I will discuss
here only those developments which have
occurred since the United States submitted a
complete nuclear test ban treaty on April 18,
1961, even though there were others before
that which produced changes in our monitor-
ing and inspection requirements.

The first of the significant reassessments
was the establishment of a better capability
for long-distance detection of earth tremors
caused by nuclear explosions or earthquakes.
This makes it possible to. propose a simpler
and more economical system. for long-range
detection, and to rely on stations operated
by the United States for the detection of
earth tremors in the Soviet Union. Since we
would not place primary reliance on Soviet-
meanned stations to detect such tremors but
only as auxiliary tools to galn knowledge
about the special features of earthquakes in
the Soviet Union, we need be much less con-
cerned about the possibilities for cheating
at these statlons. Operation of its own sys-
tem by the United States has the advantage
that 1ts size, eficiency and utilization are all
under our direct control, and that a great
reduction in cost 1s possible.

The second significant technical reassess-
ment s that an earlier estimate of the num-
ber of tremors from earthquakes in the So-
viet Union which might be confused with
tremors from nuclear explosions has been
shown by actual observation and research
to be several times too large. Since there
are fewer actual earthquakes which produce
tremors similar to those of an explosion, the
number of onsite inspections needed to iden-
tify the cause of any observed tremors is
less.

The third slgnificant reassessment s that
our abllity from a distance and without on-
site inspection to ascertain that some earth
tremors are caused by earthquakes and not
explosions has been steadily improving. In
a recent study of the annual earth tremors
located in the Soviet Union by stations op-
erated from a distance, over half gave indica-
tions of belng earthquakes on the basis of
such seismic criteria as first earth motion.
Somewhat less than another third were
found to be unlikely possibilities for nuclear
tests based upon nonseismic criteria such as
thelir general geographic location and the de-
tailed characteristics of the area of the trem-
or’s origin. :

In 1958, when the test ban negotiations
began and we knew less than we now know
about earthquakes and nuclear explosions,
the United States asked for as many on-site
inspections as there were unidentified earth
tremors above 5-kiloton yleld. In 1960, we
proposed, 20 on-site Inspections each year. In
1961, we proposed a sliding scale ranging
from a high of 20 to a low of 12
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v reps due to the coniluuing inaction
and mdecinion of the United States Govern-
ment and the following offensive weapon
“quarantine” of Cuba in October 1962, and
commenting on the negotiations entered into
between Khrushchev and the Unlted States,
mostly secret in nature, including the aban-
donment of on-site Inspection of offensive
weapons in Cuba, Khrushchev has enunci-
ated and 18 implementlng the “Ehrushchev
doctrine” as a replacement for the “Monroe
Doctrine” as he restated the Communist
aims in the Western Hemisphere at the re-
cent Supreme Soviet when he stated: “So-
ciallst Cuba exists. Cuba remains a beacon
of Marxist-Leninist ideas in the Western
Hemisphere. The Impact of her revolution-
ary example will grow. The Government of
the United States has given a pledge not to
invade Cuba”; and

‘Whereas Castro. on Jmunry 18, 1963, an-
nounced his Intentlon to use his externally
supported massive mmt’,a.,rix power to con-
tinue the enslavement of the Cuban people
and to “bring the masses to battle” through
revolution in Latin America; and

Whereas {f the Monroe Doclzine is to be
preserved it must be regtated and fully en-
forced at this critical period when commu-
nism s openly and notoriously arming Cuba
with massive modern weapons, tens of
thousands of Russian trpops, technlclans
and advisers, electronic missfie jamming and
tracking devices and "fishing” ports capable
of accommodating Russian iles, all of
which constitutes a mmtary capabluty of
such proportions that it offensive in
nature and design: Now, fherefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

S8ECTION 1, That the Unlted Blates is deter-
mined—

(a) to prevent by whatever means may be
necessary, inclu the use of arms, the

international Communist movement operat- .

ing through the Marxist-Leninist regime tn
Cuba from enslaving the people of Cuba and
threatening the security of the Western
Hemlisphere, and from extending, by force
or the threat of force, its aggressive or sub-
versive activities to mny part of this
hemisphere;

(b} to prevent in Cuba the creation or
use of an externally supported miittary
capability enslaving the freedom-loving pec-
ple of Cuba and endangering the security of
the United States; and

() to work with the Organization of
American Sigies and with freedom-loving
Cubans to sup}:ort the aspirations of the
Cuban people for self-determination.

Bxc, 2. That the Congress of the United
Btates m;ges the President, In accordance
with existing law, to take, and supports him
in taking, jolptly with other free nations
or unilaterally, such political, diplomatic,
sconomic, or milltary actlon as may be
necessary to implement and enforce the
Monroe Doctrine throughout this bemi-

sphere and to continue to encourage adher-
» ¥ ence to the principles of seif-determination

and human freedom. om—

. TEST BAN VIEWS OF NATIONAL
STRATEGY COMMITTEE OF THE
AMERICAN SECURITY COUNCIL

(Mr. HOSMER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp.)

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, as you
are aware, the Republican conference
commitiee on nuclear testing is recetving
papers from varlous experts on the nu-
clear testing question. Mr. Frank J.
Johnson, of the staff of the American
Becurity Councll, has submitted an anal-

-
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ysis of the views of the Council’s Na-
tional Btrategy Committee. Members of
the National Btrategy Committee are:
Loyd Wright, Lt. Gen, Edward M. Al-
mond, Adm. Ben Moreell, Dr. Robert
Morris, Dr. Stefan T. Possony, Adm.
Arthur W. Radford, Adm. Felix B.
Stump, Dr. Edward Tell, and Adm.
Chester C. Ward. The analysis does not
purport to speak for individual membhers
of the committee, but rather is Mr, John-
son’s review of the committee’s collective
feelings based on numerous studies
which it has conducted. The analysis is
as follows:

AMERICAN BECURITY CoUNCIL POSITION oON
THE NucLEAR TEST-BAN NEGOTIATIONS
{By Frank J. Johnson)

It is now generally agreed that the U.8.
decision to unflaterally end nuclear tests
in 1858 jeopardized national security. Our
test sites deteriorated and finally were de-
activated. Our sclentists went on to other
pursuits. When the SBovlet Unlon later re-
sumed Its testing, we were caught {fotally
unprepared, and the Soviets went a long
way toward closing the nuclear gap. This
must never happen again,

There s little evidence to Indicate that
the Communists are Interested in true dls-
srmament; there {8 certainiy no evidence to
show any Communist support for the con-
cept of controlled, verifiable disarmament.
Nevertheless, the Boviet representative
clamors for “general and complete disarm-
ament” in the United Nations and at Ge-
neva. Given the well-known nature of
communism and the pattern of Communist
activities since World War I, it is loglcal to
sasume that their probable alm in the fleld
of disarmament is to mupport a specific,
clear-cut political objective. Stated iIn
simplest terms, it is to increase the power
of the Soviet Unlon in relationship to that
of the United Btates.

Within this general context we must ex-
smine Khrushchev's probable purpose in his
1ateat nuclear test-ban proposal. If & treaty
is slgned, there are three possible dangers to
Tnited Btates security. These are: (1) that
a test ban would be a first step toward the
inhibition or crippling of the U.B. ability to
use nuclear weapons, If need be, In defense of
the West; (2) that, falllng this, the Soviet
could prepare to test, once again, in secrecy,
thus stealing another technological march
on the United States; and (3) that the terms
of the treaty will allow the Boviet to cheat
on underground testing without discovery.

As to the fAirst point, it is obvious that
Communists consider a cessation of nuclear
testing as but the first step toward an in-
creased campaign to outlaw nuclear weapons
altogether. Khrushchev himself made this
abundantly clear in June, 19568, before the
test ban talks had even started. "After the
termination of nuciear weapons tests,” he
sald, “it would be possible to ralse the ques-
tion of the powers making a solemn under-
taking not to use hydrogen and atomic weap-
ons and henceforth to adopt a decision on
the total. prohibltlon of nuclear and thermo-

" nuclear weapons.” The Soviet plan for gen-
eral disarmament presented at Geneva lest.

April proposed an immediate 100-percent cut
In nuclear delivery vehlfcles. The Soviets
¥now only too well that a complete cessation
of tests will merely serve to shift the pres-
sures of world opinion to the banning of all
nuclear weapons and that such a prohibition
would be tantamount to the unilateral dis-
armament of the West.

The abrupt end of the voluntary suspen-
sion of nuclear testing brought about by the
Boviet in Beptember 1981, Niustrates the sec-
ond danger. While the moratorium lasted,
it looked fine. However, while the United
States was observing the morstorium in

USE
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spirit as well aa letter, the Soviet U’nlon was
carefully and secretly doing all the scientific
research and preparation for further tests.
When they were ready, the moratorium
ended. The result was that the Soviet Un-.
fon gained months of preparation and was
able to make more than 40 tests of new weap-

.ons before we could get started. There is

nothing in the current proposals to prevent
g repetition of this. Certalnly the fact that
the suspension is formalized by a treaty
would be no bar to Soviet duplicity. The
record of Bovlet treaty violations is suficient
proof of this.

With regard to the third danger—that the
Soviet mlight successfully cheat on under-
ground testing—much s currently made of
the salleged Soviet “concession” in EKhru-
shchev's willingness to permit up to three
on-site inspections in the Soviet Union for
all unidentified seismic events. This, how-
ever, 1s not new. It was offered by Soviet
negotiators in Geneva In 1960, and rejected
by the United States. Our position at that
time was that 20 such Inspections would be
necessary in order to provide reasonable as-
surance that no clandestine underground
testing of nuclear weapons is taking place.

In his letters of December 29, 1862, and
January 7, 1963, Khrushchev has done no
more than reiterate his earller willingness
to permit three on-site Inspections, plus
three sautomatic selsmic stations (black

_ boxes) within the U.88.R. The United

States, on the other hand, has gradually re-
duced its demands for on-site inspections
from 20 to 8-10, and now seems prepared to
reduce this even further. The only conces-
sions made since 1960 have therefore been
made by the United States.

As a further concession to the Soviets, the
Unlited States has now unilaterally suspended
its Nevada tect shots while the current test-
ban negotiations contihue. 8uch a mis-
placed gesture can have no effect on the out-
come of the discussions, but indicates the air
of unreality which permeates Washington
thinking on the whole subject of disarma-
ment.

Since force or the threat of force is indis-
pensable to the triumph of communism, we
should begin to understand the simple truth
that Russia will accept a disarmament agree-
ment only if it will result in a net politico-
military advantage to the Communists in
the struggle for the world. The nuclear test
ban fits this criterlon. It has been a cen-
tral feature of Communlist “peace"” prop-
aganda for many years. It Is a vital ingredi-
ent in the continuing Soviet effort to alter
the military balance in their favor. Con-
sequently, a8 nuclear test ban as currently
contemplated would be Inimical to the in-
terests of the United States and the free
world.

WILLIAM C. FOSTER'S VIEWS ON
NUCLEAR TEST BAN
{Mr. HOSMER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp.)

Mr, HOSMER. Mr., Speaker, the

Republican conference committee on

nuclear testing has asked several experts
to comment on the subject of the nuclear
test ban in order that the Congress and
the American people can be better in-
formed on this subject so vital to the
national security. The following is the
paper submitted to the committee by Mr.
Foster:

WY THE UNITED STATES CONTINUES NEGO-
TIATING FOR A NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY
{By Willlam C. Foster)

For the last 17 years, a major U.8. forelgn
policy objective has been to enhance our se-
curity through safeguarded and balanced
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know the reason for this seeming weak-
ening in the President’s October 22 posi-
tion.
finished business of the hemisphere.
The question is: Why? :

TAX INCEN’I’IVE TO PROMOTE

was given per-
mission to extend his Yemarks at this
point in the RECORD.)
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speak , I come he-
-fore the House today to in roduce a bill
which sets forth a programi\that deals
with education and with taxes:
Briefly, my bill consists of ©
provisions: First tax relief for families
with children in college, and, seco;\l tax
credit for homeowners for that portio
their real property tax which is used
the maintenance, operation, and con

major

struction of public elementary and sec- ™.

ondary schools.
There have been in recent years many

bills dealing with what we are told is the

immediate need for Federal aid to educa-
tion. In the bill I introduce today I seek
not Federal aid to education, not the
massive expenditure of PFederal funds,

which a nation In debt cannot afford, not °

Federal usurpation of local responsibil-

ity, and certainly not Federal control of ‘

education,

This bill deals with a different concept,
the proper role of the Federal Govern-
ment with respect tq education at all
levels, elementary, saconda.ry, and col-
lege.

That proper role of our National
Government mist be the role of helping
our people to help themselves without
direct intervention or control of the
Federal Government,
must consider not statistical plpedreams,
but the actual need which exists in the
country today for expanding and aug-
menting educational facilities. By ac-
‘tual need I mean that need not already
being met by the traditionsal local means.

My colleagues, that proper role is to
use Federal law to place at the disposal
of the people and of the local districts
and of the States the financial means to
handle the school needs that exist or
may arise.

There is nothing strange about this/

proper role of the Federal Governmen!
1t simply is the role of letting the people
decide, in their own communities w.
that decision best can be made, just W

equip the people to handle t
‘through their local school bogrds, with-
out direction and contro} from the
‘Washington bureaucracy. #

Providing an educa%n for their
children traditionally is fhe concern and .
the responsibility of the American fam-
ily, not of the Fed,eral Government.
The vast accumulation of private sav-
“ings for use in educéting children bears
witness that A,me;fcans bélieve in this
prineiple.

Besides, most of us here can recall that
back in the 1956 s many educators were
direly predlctlng a shortage of 400,000
classrooms by 1960. Yet when 1960 rolled

Fidel Castro remains the un-’

The proper role .

around that shortage, by the educators’
own best statistics, was less than 40,000,
and the local communities under the
leadership of local boards of education
were building rapidly to eliminate even
+ that small gap.
Now, let us first consider the problems
of college education:
A Pederal program to aid our children
" in attaining a college education should
be directed at helping parents do the
job. It should avoid outright Federal
grants with an accompanying expansion
of Federal bureauracy, Federal supervi-
sion and Federal control.
I, therefore, propose a program of tax
" relief for families with children in col-
lege. Such families will be, under my
bill, given a substantial increase in Fed-
eral income tax deductions for each de-
pendent attending college or junior col-
lege.
My bill as it concerns college educa-
on contains these major provisions:
irst.. The taxpayer will be granted an
additional deduction from his taxable in-
comé-for the expenses incurred by h
his spoyse, or his dependents, while
of these\;f attending a college or j
college.
Second. Bxpenses covered will
tuition and fees charged by the/college,
books, supphes\equlpment and foom and

board. The amyqunt the taxpayer may
deduct would be ‘the actua amount of
college expenses, t to ceed $2,000

for each dependent

y bill will provide the means for

problems which actually exist in the
fields of elementary and secondary edu-
cation. The basic problem is financial.

If State and local governments in some
parts of the Nation are unable to keep
vace with their school needs, and re-
cent statistics point out that most local
school districts are holding their own
rather nicely even in spite of national
and State “prevailing wage” laws, it is
because Federal taxing power has pre-
empted State and local sources of rev-
enue.

Hence, the proper solution to this
problem is for the Federal Government
to restore to local authorities a portion
of the tax resources previously taken
away.

This is precisely what my measure will
do. Here are the major provisions:

First. The taxpayer would continue to
deduct the amount of his real property

‘tax from his gross taxable income. After

he determines what his tax would be, he
then credits against his final tax that

jlving current problems and future .

~who have year afts
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amount of his real property tax which is
used for the maintenance, operation, and
construction of public elementary and
secondary schools. .

Second. The tax credit would be the
amount actually paid by the taxpayer,
not to exceed $100.

Third. The taxpaye
standard or short-fo deduction also
would beneflt since yhe credit is taken
against the final tax/after all exemptions
and deductions hax'e been made.

Education expgrts now estimate that
the average anrual school tax payment
by the some million American prop-
erty owners j§ about $200 each. Allowing
for the staridard income tax percentage
deductiory and adding the up to $100 tax
credit fof property owners, it is estimated
that bgtween $3'% billion and $4 billion
would be made available to local govern-
ments as an increased tax base.
xperts tell me that amount, if the
al districts choose to use it, would be
nough to end all financial problems of
American elementary and secondary
schools.

It should be clearly understood that -
this tax credit would go to every Ameri-

who takes a

. can property owner who pays school

taxes, regardless of the taxpayer’s race,
religion or economic status.

There are many concrete advantages
to this approach to helping elementary
and secondary schools. Here are a few
of those advantages:

The tax benefits provided would go
directly to some 40 million taxpayers.

There would be no danger of Federal
control.

There would be no expanding Federal
bureaucracy.

Every dollar of tax money thus made
available would buy a full dollar’'s worth
of school aid if the local community de-
cided to expand expenditures for educa-
tion. And the local community knows
its needs better than any Washington

% bureaucrat can.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, let me briefly
place in proper perspective the current
s¥ ua,txon regarding the apparent needs
erica’s schools.

Nring the past 2 years we have seen

compulsor’

basis. None of these at-
tempts has xucceeded.
I am convifnged that the principal rea-

son the admin¥gtration has been unsuc-
cessful with its“¢ompulsory aid plan is
the action of the djtizens of this Nation,
yvear taxed them-
selves in ever incrdasing amounts to -
maintain the finest syskem of public edu- ~
cation in the world.

Our people are aware thyt they are now
doing and have been doing fpr years that
which the administration now tells them
can only be done by Federal ‘grants-in-
aid. Local and State hard work, perse-
verance and initiative have all bﬂ*tL wiped
out inadequacies in classroom spabg and
in teachers’ salaries.

It is now estimated that the Natlo
colleges will have an enrollment capaci y
of some 5.4 million students in 1965 as.
compared to expected enrollment of 5.2
million. By 1270 the figures will be some

Approved For Re!ease 2004/06/23 : CIA-RDP65B00383R000200230043-0



-

e

1550

! HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 227 EX-,

e

Approved For Releamqgﬁ@@/ﬁ%jbﬁﬁf

Mr. CRAMER. Snea-ker i 1s
amply evident that tbe Communists are
in fact implementing the Ehrushchev
doctrine as a replacement for the Monroe
Doctrine In the Western Hemisphere—
witness the continuing and alarming
arms buildup in Cuba—the maintaining
of tens of thousands of Russian military,
advisory, and technical personnel in
Cuba—the buildinz of a number of so-
called fishing ports with depths and
dockage services capable of servicing and
harboring Russian submarines and the
installation of electronic counterequip-
ment capable of jamming or tracking
missiles launched from Cape Canaveral.

It is further evident that Castro is
bent on using this massive military and
-espionage capability to keep the Cuban
freedom-loving people in slavery; and,
a8 late as January 16, bragged of his in-
tention to incite the masses to battle in
Latin America.

It is obvious, due to its inactlon and in-
decision, that the U.8. Government is
lacking in the determination, desire, or
intent to rid this hemisphere of Castro
and communism in Cuba and the threat
that it poses to the United States as well
as the Latin American countries.

.- With these facts indisputably estab-
lished, I believe it is imperative that the

v

7.1 million capacity compared to a 6.8
million enrollment. State programs
have achieved this positlve balance and
can continue to do so if tax sources are
left available to the States.

- Btate legislatures across the country
appropriated $1.8 billon in State tax
funds for higher education in the 1962-
63 period. That represents a gain of
24.5 percent over the 2 years. How can
the administration claim that the States
are refusing to meet the education obli-
gatlon?

;On the secondary and elementary
ichnol Jevel we have, since the end of
World. War II, witnessed the greatest
school building program ever conducted
by this Nation, all without Federal
grants. In the past decade alone more
$han 500,000 classrooms have been buiit.
And, based on the sale of school bonds
for the past several years, there is every
reason to belleve this high rate will
eontinue.

- Last year alone, 72,000 classrooms were
buﬂt That is the highest total everin 1
year.

-This increase in schoolrgom construc-
tion is all the more dramatic in view of
the fact that it has been accomplished
in spite of this administration's lack of
support and encouragement for local

solutigns Congress of the United States take
Mr. Speaker, I submit that it is time action immediately because the situa-
for this tration to admit that the tion 1s far more dangerous today than

people do not want and certainly do not
need ive direct Federal grants to

I submit that it is time for the Con-
gress to note with pride the enterprise
with which Americans are meeting the
education problem on the Jocal and
Siate level.

1.submit that it is fime for this Con-
gress to assist those Americans by re-
leasing from Federal ysurpation the tax
base Americans need to continue this
heartening school progress.

Americans have proved that they
know how to manage their money.

Let us give them their money back,

Mr. asked and was given
permlsslon to extend his remarks in the
body of the Recorp in two instances and
io include extraneous matter.)

Ly -—-*——-..

it was when the limited Cuban resolu-
tion was passed on September 28, 1962,
It is obvious that the so-called quaran-
tine against offensive weapons of Oc-
tober 1962, and the negotiations that
have taken place since then, mostly
secret in nature, have emboldened the
Communists even to the extent that
Khrushchevy at the Supreme Soviet re-
cently stated as Communist policy and
intention:

Bociallst Cuba exists. Cuba remalns a
beacon of Marxist-Leninist ideas In the
Western Hemisphere. The impact of her
revolutlonary example will grow., The Gov-
ernment of the United States has glven a
pledge not to Invade Cuba.

I have Introduced a resolution today
calling for restatement and full imple-
mentation of the Monroe Doctrine, a
-4 clearcut repudiation of the Ehrushchev
doctrine with which the Communists are
trying to supplant the Monroe Doctrine.
I recall the efforts of the Republicans,
myself Included, on September 26, 1962,
to amend the limited Cuban resolution
as proposed by the administration to
_ clearly restate the Monroe Doctrine and
to make certain that it is stated as the
policy of the United States to oppose the
attempt on the part of European powers:
To extend thelr system to any portion of
this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace
and safety.

This means that the Monroe Doctrine
applies to the arming and communizing
of Cuba itself, as well as the threat of
exporting that communism to other
countries or the threatening of the
United States with conveniently defined
"“defensive weapons.”

My resolution brings into focus the
clear and present danger the massive
Communist military and espionage
bulldup in Cuba poses to the Unjted

EH: CRAMER'S remarks will appear
‘hereafter in the Appendix.]

[Mr. CRAMER'S remarks will appear
~§:ereatter in the Appendix 1

PRESSING THE DETERMINATION
OF THE UNITED STATES WITH
RESPECT ' TO THE SITUATION IN
CUBA, TO RESTATE AND IMPLE-
MENT THE MONROE DOCTRINE,
TO ENCO ADI'IEB.ENCE TO
THE PRINCIPLES OF SELF-DETER-
HINATIONANDHUMANFREEDOM,
AND CALL FOR COMPLETE INVES-
TIGATION BY CONGRESS
(Mr. CRAMER asked and was given )
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

‘ “,38%&%00230043 -0
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Btates, to Latin American nations, and
to the objectives of self-determination
and individual freedom. If calls upon
the United Stfates, bilaterally or unilat-
erally, to take whatever steps are nec-
essary to rid the hemisphere of this
threat.

I am sasking for immediate considera-
tion of this and other resolutions on
this subject matter and, In the con-
sideration of these, for the proper con-
gressional committees to make a full
study and thorough investigation into
the Cuban situation—commitments and
negotiations that have taken place, pres-
ent military and espionage capability
buildup, ald and assistance given Castro
by Russia and Red China, the real pur-
pose of the increase In merchant ship
traffic, the construction of a powerful
radio transmitter station in the eastern
portion of Havana Province which al-
lows the Soviet military command in
Cuba to maintain direct communication
with the Reds in Russia and China, the
weekly nonstop Moscow to Havana TU-
114, 220-passenger, turboprop flights, the
twice-monthly service to Cuba of three
large and substantial cargo carrying
passenger liners, and the stepped-up
nonmilitary support of Castro by the
Communists.

Congress and the American people
should be fully informed and our free-
doms should be adeqguately protected,
which can only be accomplished with
complete disclosure of the facts and the
full implementation of the Monroe Doc-
trine as the objective of the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

The full text of my resolution follows:
H.J. Res. 227

Joint resolution expressing the determination
of the Unlted States with respect to the
situation in Cuba, to restate and imple-
ment the Monroe Doctrine, and to encour-
age adherence to the principles of self-
determination and human freedom.

Whereas, President James Monroe, an-
nouncing the Monroe Doctrine In 1823, de-
clared that the United States would consider
any attempt on the part of European powers
"to extend thelr system to any portion of
this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace
and safety”; and

Whereas in the Rio Treaty of 1947 the par-
tles agreed that “an armed attack by any
Btate mgainst an American State shall be
consldered as an attack againat all the Amer-
ican States, and, consequently, each one of
the sald contracting parties undertakes to
assist in meeting the attack In the exerclse
of the inherent right of individual or col-

- lective self-defense recognized by article 51

of the Charter of the United Nations”;, and

Whereas the Foreign Minlsters of the Or-
ganization of American States at Punta del
Este in January 1963 declared: “The present
Government of Cuba has identified itself
with the principles of Marxist-Leninist
ideology, has established a political, eco-
nomic, and soclal system based on that doc-
trine, and accepts military assistance from
extracontinental Communist powers, includ-
ing even the threat of military intervention
in America on the part of the Soviet Union”;
and

Whereas the international Communist
movement has increasingly extended into
Cuba its political, economic, and military
sphere of influence, despite the fact that
such actlon 1s clearly In violation of the
Monrce Doctrine and the principles of self-
determination and human freedom; and
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‘thelr annuities until thera_fprov,al”ort ‘Public
Low B5-485 in 1958, Health benefits have
also been denled to persons retired from par-
ticular agencies (such as the Tennessee
Valley Authority and Farm Credit Adminis-
tration) on legal technicalities.

We recommend legislation to extend hene-
fits under the Retired Federal Employees
Health Benefits Act to all forgotten widows
who first received annuities under Public
Law 85-465, and to all others receiving an-
nuities based on at least 12 years of service
which terminated with an lmmedlate an-

nuity prior to July 1, 19%0\5
4. CREDITIN_G LONG

tinued In service and made contri
the retirement fund after they had acqumu-
Iated enough service to earn the max
annuity, have received credit for such cbq-
tributions to purchase additional annuities;,
thus giving them more than the maximum
basic annuity. There are many annuitants
who retired before April 1, 1948, with service
in excess of 35 years who received no credit

for such excess service and contributions.

There are many other annultants who retired
before July 12, 1960, who recelved no credit
for comtributions beyond the time during
which they earned maximum annuities.

We favor an amendment to the retirement
laws to require the recomputation of annui-
ties of persons retired before July 12, 1960,
who had rendered service and made contri-
butions to the fund after completing the
service on which thelr annuities were based,
to bring about annuity increases under a
formula of one-half the ratio of such excess
gervice to the service on which their present
snnuities are based.

5. DISABILITY ANNUITY FLOOR

Disability retirement is a double calamity
inflicted by loss of employment forced by
logs of capacity to work. This hardship is
more humanely recognized in Publlc Law
84-854, by a disability annulty floor equal to
the annuity that could be earned by service
to age 60, or 40 percent of the average salary,
whichever is less, but this recognition is re-
stggcted to persons retired since October 1,
1956. '

We favor extenslon of this annulty floor of
the annuity which would have been earned
by service to age 60, or 40 percent of the
average salary, whichever 1s less, to an-
nultants retired prior to October 1, 1956.

6, AVATLABILITY OF RETIREMENT FUND

The retirement fund was established for
the purpose of paying benéfits under the
civil service retirement system, but a pro-
vision in Publlc Law 85-844, approved Au-
gust 28, 1958, forbids the use of this fund for
paying any increase in benefits voted there-
after by Congress. This is an unnecessary
restriction and should be removed.

We favor legislation to clarify the fact
that the retirement fund was established to

pay retirement benefits and to remove any’

restrictions in such use.
7. POSTAL RATE ADVANTAGES

All labor unions and many other nonprpfit
associations are enjoying preferential pulk
mailing rates under Federal postal laws.,“Our
assoclation headquarters and many our
chapters have been denied this privilege.

We will continue our efforts to,” obtain
postal rate priviliges equivalent fo those
granted labor unions and other ‘monprofit
organizations. £

8. PANAMA CANAL CONSTRUCTION /NNUITIES

Clvilian workers recrulted for service in
the Panama Canal Zone during the period of
the construction of the canal{ were promised
that all who remained a full perlod of 2 years
would share in the rewards for such service.
A generation later, whep annuities were

. £
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awarded on the basis of such service, those
with 2 years but less than 3 years service were
excluded from the beneflits.

'We support the request of Panama Canal
construction workers that Congress now re-
deem the promise to them by granting an-
nuities to 2-year service persons (about 76
survivors) for the remaining portions of their
lives. R

9. GROUP LIFE INSURANCE

Group life insurance retained after retire
ment is a very important benefit, and should
not be subject to the present rapid depre-
clation in value at the rate of 2 percent per
month until only a fourth of the original

~amount remains.

‘We will continue to urge legislation to cut
the reduction rate of group life Insurance to
1 percent per month and halt the reduction
when it has reached 50 percent of the origl-
nal value.

\ 10. PRICE-FIXING LAWS

\\Numerous campaligns are underway to en-
act, legislation to authorize price fixing by
manyfacturers and distributors of food, med-

metimes such legislation is dis-

brands, or as a falr-trade pro=
real purpose is to enlist the

too precious to be,cheapened by legalizing
such price-fixing pragtices. /

We urge all annuitapts to be aleyt to laws
proposed in our Congrgss and infour State
legislatures which woull enable” manufac-
turers and distributors to‘use ,%gr courts to

Our annulty dollézrs are

enforce higher prices of f , jnedicine, and
other products necessary fol the preserva-
tion of life.

. 11. SOCIAL SECYRIT

Many civil service anhuitan are also
beneficiaries under the sgelal secur retire-
ment system, and are/interested th social
security legislation. e will keep alrt to
legislative proposals modify or liberglize
soclal securlty benefits. At the same ¥
we will honor magdates of numerous col:
ventlons and oppgse any and all efforts tha
might have a tefidency to combine benefits
under the civll service retirement system
with those in £he soclal securlty retirement
system. £
12. VETERAN BENEFITS

Ctvil ser¥ice annultants who have had
military gervice should have the same op-
portunity to qualify for pensions and other
veterans benefits as annultants under any
other fFetirement system. We are distressed
to legrn of a number of cases where the
recet small increases in clvil service an-
nujties will rob the reclplents of greater
i;;&ounts in veteran pensions. This is not

e fault of retirement laws, but is & conse~
Auence of restrictions in veteran benefit
#laws, )
While we do not plan to sponsor any leg-
islation in the field of veteran benefits, we
will be alert to legislative proposals ad-
vanced by others and we will use every
reasonable opportunity to present the view-
points of our members and other civil serv-
lece annuitants concerning such proposals. -

U.S. MUST HAVE PROMPT LEADER-
SHIP IN CUBAN SITUATION

(Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, the demands for U.S. leader-
ship in the Cuban situation are mount-

ﬁggvﬁﬁ\o’[%}fo%lﬁeéﬁgﬂ[ﬁgﬁ(i?383R000200230043-0 .1‘54’5'
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ing., Almost daily there are speeches
delivered on the floors of both the House
and Senate calling for another decisive
step to be taken to hasten Castro’s
downfall. Congressional offices bulge
under the deluge of constituents’ mail
urging additional positive expressions of
T.S. leadership in/meeting the Commu-
nist threat in the’ Caribbear

Not only are cglls for leadership heard
in the Congresé and across the Nation
but Latin Amefica also reverberates with
vocal impatiehce over U.S. inaction. Just
last week, o Thursday, January 31, the
Chairman 6f the Council of the Organiz-
ation of American States, Dr. Facio of
Costa Rica, delivered a speech in Wash-
ington _tcalling for the United States to
take Afhe lead in the inter-American
conmyhunity. The OAS leader said that
the’Latin American nations have “but
the role of a chorus” in obtaining action
gn Cuba. However, citing Latin cooper-
/ation and enthusiasm for the United

a scheme for the protection of/ States, Dr.Facio stated:

But a chorus may sing with vigor * * *
and offer solldarity in pursuing the success
of the common enterprise.

Mr. Speaker, the time is ripe for a
positive act of U.S. leadership. The
American people are ready. The Or-
ganizations of American States is waiting
to support U.S. initiative.

I was gratified to see that Secretary
of State Rusk announced Friday that the
OAS had under consideration several of
the recommendations I had formerly
made that the United States formally
propose for adoption. Those recom-
mendations now under study are the ban
on the movement of Castro agents
throughout Latin America, and the
freezing of Cuban Government funds
now on deposit in Latin American finan-
cial institutions. ' .

I would again like to urge that the
nited States propose the other recom-
ndations I called for; namely, that
ations of this hemisphere ban relay
Jecommunications to and from
lose the seaports of Latin Amer-

the OAS would régult in effective solitary
confinement of an communism in
the Americas.

SOCIAL SECURITY A

BENEFITS
(Mr. MILLIKEN asked atid was given
permission to address the use for 1

minute, and to revise and exterid his re-
. marks.) :

Mr. MILLIKEN., Mr. Speaker, I have
today reintroduced legislation fto
strengthen the adequacy of our Social
Security Act by_increasing the opportu-
nities that social security beneficiaries
will have for performing work without
losing their entitlement to social security
benefits. .

Specifically, my bill would change the
retirement test so that instead of begin-~
ning to lose benefits when earnings ex-
ceed $1,200 a year, as is the case under
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present law, my bill would i)fbﬂgie that a
person cotild earn up to $1,800 per year
without loss of benefi n, addit:

the legislative proposal I have spon-
sored would provide thal an individual

would not lose benefits Tor any month
in which he had earnings of less than
$150. As a final feature of my bill for

earnings over $1,800 up fo $2,400, bene-
ficiaries would only lose 50 cents of bene-
s

fits for every $1 of earnings.

Mr. Speaker, this meritorioys Hberal-
1zation of our Social Becturity Act is in
my Judgment in realistic conformity
with the facts of present-day lving. Our

senlor cltizens are not for the most part

interested In completely severing their

tles with gainful occupations just be-
gause they have reached age 65. Many
of them would like an opportunity to
-continue working on a reduced basis dur-
ing their late sixtlies. This will would
‘help accomplish that objective of a phas-
Ing out process between full employment
“and full retirement. It is estimated that
upwards of one-half a million beneflci-
aries would be helped by the change I
have proposed in my bill.

. While I realize that enactment of the
legislation might cause the Government
‘to lose some revenue, I feel that this is
the opportune time to bring it to the at-
tentlon of the Committee on Ways and
Means so that they may take it into con-
sideration when writing a final tax bill
in HUne with the administration's tax
proposals. It is my understanding that
the administration wants to accomplish
the greatest good for the greatest num-
ber of people, and I feel that passage of
my bill s most important to a great
number of our citizens. :

JOINT RESOLUTION ON cvm"

{Mr. JOHANSEN asked and was given
permission fo address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
.marks.) .

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I op-

poseéd the joint resolution gn Cuba i

adopted by this House last September
28. I believed it was a trumpet giving
an uncerffain sound. )

I belieye that events since then have

tullyte and tragically confirmed this esti-
mate. .
' T unqualifiedly supported the seeming-
ly strong stand taken by the President
.October 22, I regret that that strong
stand was 5¢ soon abandoned. .

Bix days later on October 28, I ex-
pressed the grave concern that our will-
ingness to offer a nio-invasion pledge may
have “only postponed the decisive show-
down.” I warned that “we may even
have out-Muniched Munich,”

Everything that bhas happened since,
and the hard-fo-come-by disclosures re-
garding the situation today, confirm this
warning.

During the debate on the Cuban reso-
lution last September, I said:

If we belleve that what has happened and
is hapgenmg in Cuba is already far too
much, let us forswear the mafiana policy of
endless posiponement, of walting for still
direr happenings, and let us call a hal{ now.

If it s in fact our determination to launch
the sequence of successive actions to end this
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* {Boviet) ln'curslbn.‘;io"free Guba trom its

thralldom, to make secure our shores and
hemisphere—let us empower and command
such actions.

I belleve this injunction is far more
imperative today than it was on Septem-
ber 26, 1862, .

I believe such a commitmen} is more
imperative now than then from the
standpoint of nattonal and hemisphere
security. ]

I believe that an expression of deter-
mination on this score reflects more
faithfully the overwhelming sentiment of
the American people now than it did
then, . v L

Accordingly, I have f{oday introduced
the following House joint resolution
“expressing the determination of the
Unlted States with respect to the sltua-
tion In Cuba” and authorizing action by
the President:

H.J. Res. 220

Joint resolution expressing the determina-
tion of the United States with gespect to
the sltuation {n Cuba . .
Resoived by the House of Representatives

and Senate of the United States of America

in Congress assembled, That the United

States Is determined to take, jolntly with

other free nations or unilaterally, such po-

litlical, diplomatic. economic, and military
action rs may be necessary:

(1) To secure removal, and thereafter to
bar, from Cuba, all Boviet or other forelgn
Communist mlilitary forces, both personnel
and eqh}:épment: .

{2) liberate Cuba from Iits present
Marxist-Leninlst regime;

{8) To neutralize Cuba as a base for Com-
munist subversion, infiltration, sabotage, and
aggreasion in the Western Hemisphere;

{4} To assist the liberated people of Cuba
in achieving representative, constitutional
government established through lree elec-
tions; and

(8) To exercise such on-site inspection
and supervision as may be required to ac-
complish these purposes. Be it further

Resolved, That the President i3 hereby au-
thorized and empowered to implement and

execute the policy set forth in this joint
resolution.

MRS. CLARE BOOTHE LUCE ANA-
LYZES RECENT CUBAN
FRENCH SITUATION

(Mr. STINSON asked and was given
permission fo extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
‘an article from the Sunday Star.)

Mr. STINSON. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
tinguished former Congresswoman and
Ambassador from Connecticut, Mrs.
Clare Boothe Luce, wrote an article on
U.8. foreign policy that appeared in yes-
terday's Sunday Star. This article pre-
sents an interesting analysis of our re-
cent actlons concerning Cuba and
France:

POINT oF VIEwW—Dx GauLLE UPHELD ON
NUCLEAR STAND
{By Clare Boothe Luce)

PHOENIX, Ar1z.—The Presldent was asked
in the last press conference what he thought
of the theory put forward in Europe that the
outcome of the Cuban crisle was linked in
Ceneral de Gaulle’s mind with his determina-
tion to have his own nuclear deterrent force,
because Cuba showed that the United States
would not defend Europe. R

The President replied that this charge had
indeed been directly made, and he ‘ndicated

fact that the naval blockade had ended with
Moscow In unchallenged control of Cuba,
that “since the Soviet developed their own
nuclear capacity there is a balance between
(the US.A, and the US.8.R.) and neither
would use it, and therefore Europe cannot

rely on the United States.” This he called
" "pecullar logle” o o ‘
But after Cuba not only some, in some

parts of Europe buf also many in many parts
of Americe, and in Latin America, no longer
believe in U.S. commitment to defend other
countries from communism, if to do so
shouid mean to initlate a nuclear war with

., Soviet Russia.

And., the President’s remarks notwith-
standing, there 1s much recent evidence that
Mr. Khrushchey himself is now thoroughly
convinced that once the 400,000 American
troops In Germany are withdrawn, America’s
nuclear commlitment will then extend no far-
ther than its own coastline.

KHARUSHCHEV ASS5UMES ROLE

If memory serves, after the disastrous Bay
of Pigs invasion, Mr. Kennedy repeatedly
warned Mr. Khrushchev that communism in
this hemlisphere was “not negotiable’ Mr.
Khrushchev, strongly suspecting that this
warning was merely for U.8. domestic poitti-

" col consumption, boldly seized the spportu-
nity to put it to the acid test: Fully aware
that he would be detected in the end, he
sneaked nuclear weapons Iinto Cuba, and
zeroed them in on the White House.

‘When the President found this out, quite a
long while after Cuban intelligence sources
had told him it was happening, his reaction
was immediate. He called out the Navy,
which called Mr. Khrushchev's brilllantly
and carefully calculated bluff.

This waa probably precisely what Mr.
Khrushchev intended. Mr. Ehrushchev had
long been in the position of having to lose
his face In order to save !t. He wanted to
lose his ugly nuclear mug—the face of the
nuclear aggressor. He was anxlous to show
the world that he was not the man to start
a nuclear war against anybody over a third
country, and he certainly wanted to have it
made plain that Mr. Kennedy wasn’t the
man either. A solld basls for negotlations
of all kinds, and popular fronts of all kinds,
could be bullt on the foundations of a
United States of America-U.S.S.R. nuclear
.peace pact,

One can only imagine Mr. Khrushchev's
satisfaction when his theory vis-a-vis the
United States of America military position
was '‘proven correct. But he could hardly
have been prepared for the next surprise.

No sooner had he agreed to remove all the
-nuclear harware U.8. air surveillance had
spotted, then Mr. Eennedy at once referred
to him as a “great statesman” and, to show
that there needn't be any hard feelings over
the little eplisode, gave him Cuba.

KHRUSHCHEY REPEATS THREAT

Mr. Khrushchev did not naturally bother
to return the President’s compliment. He
realized, of course, that it had been made to
gentle him. (Mr, Khrushchev is as easy to
gentle as a king cobra.) A few weeks later
at the East Berlin World Communist Con-
gress Mr. Khrushchev was bragging to the
world that his missile play In Cuba had
achieved its real objective, to scare Mr. Ken-
nedy Into giving up Cuba. After accepting
the thundrous applause of the 2,500 Commu-
nist Party delegates present from 70 nations,
Mr. Khrushchev vowed all over again to
“bury us,” this time with his 100-megaton
bombs, but only iIf we were ever so rash as
to Initiate a nuclear attack on him.

Ever since Cuba, Mr, Khrushchev has
_worked hard on hils new Image. Each pass-
ing day he sounds more and more like John
Foster Dulles: He will never launch missiles
at the United States of America, or Europe,
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As already Indicated, the number of earth-
quakes of a particular size occurring each
year in the Sevict Union has beea found fo
be saveral times smaller than 'we earllier be-
Heved, md our ability to umcrmmmu at &

earth - resting

1dentiBeation” of Hikg earth tremors.
Welighing all these tochniieal ‘conkiderations,
we beliovk that o balknce's n the

4 mmluwﬂx
frapectiots

, K dux
i,sx:e,E

*“ﬁ“::f

: “Uﬁder premui &- -
ing%x‘:‘*‘[‘!&n Touﬁ:rson] 15 Tecog-

Mr, TQLI..EF'SON asked and wa.s glv-
et ﬁemlasion‘to mmm exteud his

L oo “fleet is fast growing obsoles-
oenc thereby seriously endangering our

No. 17—

auml fléet, 598 6¢ which Werg
World War-HL. “Thelr average age .

Hise; the gentleman from ..
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nstional defettss posture.  The report
says 4 15 @ statistical certainty that our
Seet will be unable fo perform its as-
signed roles i thie years ahead unless the'
Navy's shipbuilding program is substan-
tially increased.

“While our own ficet’ deteriorates from
obecisacence, the Russians are rapidly
moving ahead 1n bulding up their sea-
They are in the midst of a 7~

-year ship- construction program widch
_<could possibly make them the major ses-

mﬂe: in the world. Already they have
sbout 400 submarines—.

_edly nuclear. Pbowered—tn challenge the
‘sea’ supremacy. of the United States.

b!-' Wi
postﬁon {4 which their, MM

‘giswnnndundersundmtvrﬁIpreour

Nation.:.

Tnersmssommscumnuymour

years. . Tﬁeif‘ﬁ&r\u life expebianey

h 20 years, based “on - Navy™ “experience.

). 860 up-to-date:
says it must have

jzed and_ the date it Joins the fleet:

xﬁswm % the uumon of

some wtidoubt-
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and a8 anx effective agency for nationsl de-
feuss.

Where tNera may be uncertainty sbout the
future requirements of other weapons sys-
tems as Y0 type and quantity, thers cannot
‘be any doubt, 8o long as we five in our presa-
ent geographical environmernit, that a mod-
ern, second-to-none naval fiset is an abeo-
ifite and fundamental requirement of our
national survival.

—

And even with this realisation, & realiza-
tion which must bs shared by Cobgress and
tive people generuily, we are healleg toward
a potnt in time when our Navy wil e so
reduced in eflective mtrength as to make it

. ‘Physically lmpcu!ble to pertonn 1ts roles apd

mi.lom

Mz, Spuker vhst is Congress going
io do with the repori of ihe apecial
Armed Services Subcommittee? W#l it

file .and forget it? Or will it live

ie- {ip o its responsibilities to our

people?
The budeget contains funds for-only 4%
shifs, -The Navy wants at least 70. The
siniple “arithmetic of the report proves

. that we must authorize s minimum of
.76 per year foythe next 7 years.

The special subcommittee deserves the
highest piraise for it report. I am satis-

-fled that its members will press for their
recommendations. ‘Will the Appropria—
i fione, Committee ;

srespond? © Wil the
Congress respond?, I sincerely trust so.

.We cannot afiord fo let time nmou&on
-year leadtime is re- -

«‘ A 3—
. Qﬁh'ed ’B%h? %a ship 8’ auy- -

The SPEAKER. With the permis-

-slon of the gentieman from JMissouri

{Mr. Coemis], the-Chair recognikes the
gentleman, frogm. Indigna (Mr. Bruck]

‘w

 whag s ou W ux
ﬁ?a* ﬁmni ropee

and ,authoﬁwton? 7

SQ'VIET LHSSIL:'BUSTILL N CUBA

HEtieen fiscal yedrs 1944 ‘and. 1963 we i Mr. BRUCE. I thapk the: Speaker,

erage, - iﬂ“th.elmdza

%m! .proceed.any. faster than 41 ships

the next 7 yesrs we will re-
\ithorize only 287 ships by 1870."
not only its .
. ts by 311
that oceurs, I predict that in
sia ‘will haye definitely replaced -
‘States dk'the majar seapower

1d, If that happens what will”
puf defense fosture, and.what will be .
defense pc;turg of Lhe free world?

¢ or
SN

" e fapirt ot the spedial subcomﬁuttée
mn@m several - stlrtlinx autoements.
Included dre: i =

,,,,,

trou.l consequences w ;mu country.
It - mumw certainty that if. this

country, continues with a shipbuflding pro-
gram which refiects past history our. Navy

' wﬂlcuuwbemeﬂecuvommtnymttm

ment.

Our Navy, {f we can judge by the past, is
on an inexorable march toward Iita own
destruction aa sn arm of our foreign poticy

‘utgadz-.pd only 24 stitps per year on and I thank the gentleman from Mis-

.souri {Mr. Cortisth. ., -

-1 have learned on the hizhut author-
"4y from what'I eonsidér unimpeschable
sources that highly placed officials in

,Cuba from several major Western Pow-

‘ers friendly to the United States counted
the unloading from Soviet vessels in
Ctba of 82 to 88 Soviet missiles—not 43.

That would mean there are 40 or more
Soviet miasiles still in Cuba today and
according to my sources the highest offi-
- cials in the U.8..Government know it.

I can also report that these offielals
have given full details on this to the
.- US: State Department.

The administration has told the Amers
fcan people that 42 missiles were sent to
Castro by Khrushchev, and that our
aerial and naval observations convinced
them that all 42 missiles were removed
by Boviet ships. Assuming that 42 act-
ually were taken out of Cubms, by the aip-
lomats’ count 40 to 48 missiles capable of
striking‘the heart of the United States
still remain on Castro’s island.

‘How long will the State Department
continug hiding the facts from the
American people? Are we going to be
told agein that they have auddenly just
discovered that these weapons are now
in Cuba? )

The time to fell the American peaple
the truth is now.
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- I challenge the Btate Department to
deny that they have been given this in-
formation, And let us not have any
more silly doubletalk about soft veraus
hard intelligence. I would rather sus-
pect that the problem is not one of soft
or hard intelligence, but rather one of
soft or hard heads,

CRITIQUE OF THE PRESIDENT'S
ECONOMIC REPORT

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the Houme, the gentleman from Mis«
sourl [Mr. Cusris] is recogniged for 80
minutes,

(Mr. CURTIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to ineclude extraneous
maitter.)

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I took this
time after putting in the CONGRRSSIONAL
Rzcorb last Monday, January 28, pages
1009-1107, a rather lengthy critique of
the President’s Economic Report. At
that time I sald that I was using a new
technique to try to stimulate national
debate on economic issues; instead of
taking the floor and delivering the
speech, I put it in the Recoap so that
people would have an opportunity of
looking at it and going over the statistioa
set forth in it. Then, I sald, I would
take the floor under a special order. At
that time I was given a special order
for last Thursday. As mostof the Mem-
bers know, the husiness of the House on
last Thursday dragged on and it was
around § o'clock when I anhounced that
I was having the special order put over
until today. So, my purpoee in taking
the floor today is in case anyone does
want to raise any questions about the
remarks I made—my thoughts on the
President’s Economic Report, or make
comments thereon—I shall be very
happy to yield.

Mr., Speaker, what I want to stress,
and it is stressed In my remarks of last
Monday, is that the theory on which
the President had predicated his recom-
mendations to the Congress to alleviate

- the economic situation in the country ia
entirely novel, It is new doctrine; it is
new theory. That is no reason, of
course, Tor anyone to shy away from ft,
but it constitutes plenty of reason why
it should be examined carefully and

those who are promoting this new theory
should be willing to debate the matter
forthrightly,

Mr, Speaker, this theory has been
lurking around economic circles for sev-
eral decades.

To put it in capsule, it iz a theory of
deficit financing at the Federal level.
That the Federal Government, by spend-
ing more money than it takes in, cen
stimulate the economy to greater eco-
nomic growth. This theory, incident-
ally, was implemented to some degree in
the thirties during the Roosevelt depres-
sion days. It did not work then but
those who promote this theory say that
it is wrong to say that it did not work.
Their answer is that it did not work
because we did not spend enough, that
the deficit financing was not enough.

Dr. Heller, the Chalrman of the Presi-
dent’s Council of Economic Advisers, and
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Dr. Gordon, who is now the President’s
Director of the Budget, are of this bellef.
The proponents of the deficit financing
theory say, to prove that we did not
apend enocugh, “Look what did happen
when we did spend vast sums of money
in World War II.” In other words, the
argument is that heavy deflcit spendtng
in Worid War II brought us out of the
Roosevelt depression of the thirties. I
think that that certainly ignores a very
baste point, the point of difference be-
tween an economy based upon war and
one besed upon peacetime activities.

Mr. ROGERB of Colorado. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CURTIB. I yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The de-
pression came long before Mr. Roosevelt
was elected in 1932,

Mr. CURTIS. That i8 true, but it
continued.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Was it
301. gﬂor to 1932 that we had a depres-

on? -

Mr. CURTIS. It started then snd
continued for—how many years under
Mr. Roosevelt?—it continued for 8 years.
And I might say to the gentleman that
the Democrats took control of the Con-
gress, or of the House in 1930, which has

that has been used for so many years
rl:letrtothlq on of the thirtles

be partizan ebout it—a Republican
epression, because it was not that,
either. I would love to put it in context
and say that this was & worldwide eco-
nomic phenomenon in which we were
involved, that Government was at fault

HrC’URTIB I yleld.
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Why does
the gentleman refer to this as the Roose-

m“tl;nost all of the States of the union

Mr. CURTIS. That is right.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. And again
in . 1044.

Mr. CURTIS. That is right.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. To call
that & Roosevelt depression, to place it
upon the party that he represented, will
the gentleman explain in view of that
statement, how in 1958 and 1959 we had
a deficit in excess of 813 billion under the

February 4

;ntem controlled by President Eisen-
ower

Mr. CURTIS. Iwmbezladtozetbo
that because I am very critical of that;
but let me get back to the jentleman'.s
first question. You have posed another
question which I should like to answer.

- Mr. ROGERS of Coloredo. Will the
gentleman yleld further at this point?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield further to the
gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Would the
gentleman direct himself to that gues-
tion of the deficit spending that arose in
the Elsenhower administration and the
budget recommended by Préstdent Eisen-
hower, of which this Congress apparently
approved.

Mr. CORTIS. Yes.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. It wasone
of these same matters the gentleman is
talking about. Would the gentleman
explain what he would do under that
situation? What is the difference be-
tween that and this program recom-
mended by President Kennedy? Will
the gentleman explain the difference?

Mr. CURTIS. If the gentleman will
be patient, I will be very glad to.

Essentially there is no difference.
Both were in error. I said at that time
they were in error. I am talking about
the future of the country, not whether
the Republican Party gets a leg up over
the Democratic Party. I want to dis-
cuss the economic theory. Now I will
explain the first question the gentleman
asked me, as to why I referred to the
thirties as the Roosevelt depression,
namely to counteract this kind of palaver
that has been going on for years, con-
ducted largely by leaders of the Demo-
eratic Party, that the depression of the
thirties was Republican inapired. Actu-
ally it is equally unfair of me, If the gen-
tleman wants me to say it, not to put it
in context, to refer to it as the Roose-
velt depression. The gentleman is en-
tirely right. This began before Roose-
velt became President, but it was not the
result of any policies of the previous
administration. It was realiy to & large
degree, In my opinion, basic ignorance
of all of us in regard to economic laws.
I may say that we are largely still
fgnorant in this fleld. No ofe knows
enough in these uncharted seds to know
just what are the best policles.

Now.lllmay revert back to what I

, whether or not this
theory of deficit financing actually
proved successful in the thirties, because
this was a theory that was adopted by
the Roosevelt administration, and it is *
quite clear that it did not. But-the one
thing that did change the picture was
World War IT. )

I do msake this remark, that it Is very
important for those of us who are in-
terested in peace—and that is all of us,
the leaders and members of both polit-
ieal parties—that we must concentrate
our attention on an economy based on
peace, an economy that will bring eco-

‘nomic security based on peace. To refer

to a wartime pericd as being the method
of solving economic problems in s peace-

‘time society is gross error.

We can put it in this context: There
were 10 million people unemployed in
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